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The psychological environment and teachers’ collective-efficacy beliefs.  
Abstract 
The psychological environment of schools is a powerful determinant of staff well-being and 
educational outcomes for children. The work reported here explored teachers’ Collective-
Efficacy (CE) and well-being. Staff in a sample of schools completed a survey of their CE. A 
sub-sample of teachers was interviewed to elicit views about the relationship between CE and 
leadership practices. Overall staff CE was correlated with key indicators of pupils’ 
attainments. Four themes in the interviews indicated attributions for staff well-being and 
motivation: Communication, Learning, Supporting Roles, and Stress Management.  
Enhancing CE is critical for staff well-being. At a time when staff recruitment, retention and 
well-being may be jeopardised the findings here indicate the critical importance of 
professional relationships for the ethos and effectiveness of schools.  
Keywords: Teacher collective-efficacy, leadership, staff well-being, pupil attainment, mixed-
method study. 
Introduction 
Formal notions of what makes a school ‘effective’ vary and are problematic (Hattie, 2009; 
Trujillo, 2013; Wang, Walters, & Thumb, 2013). Literature on school improvement (for 
example Hopkins, Stringfield, Harris, Stoll, & Mackay, 2014) emphasises the need for school 
leaders to ensure high standards for pupil achievement. In striving for higher standards, 
however, there is risk of dwelling on performative regulation of teachers’ practice and 
overlooking the need to facilitate teachers’ development (Ball, 2003; Gibbs, 2018; Wilkins, 
Busher, Kakos, Mohamed, & Smith, 2011). It has also been shown that the social 
connectedness of staff in schools (the social capital of schools) can have a critical role in 
ameliorating staff attrition (Struyve et al., 2016). To ameliorate this risk it is also important to 
appreciate the nature of the relationships (human and statistical) between leadership, staff 
beliefs, expectations and outcomes (Gibbs & Miller, 2013; Ross & Gray, 2006; Walumbwa, 
Wang, Lawler, & Shi, 2004). In this paper the focus is on teachers’ beliefs in their collective-
efficacy and the relationship this may have with levels of responsibility in school and 
leadership.  
Teachers’ Efficacy Beliefs 
Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997) provides the general theoretical framework 
underlying teachers’ efficacy beliefs: the expectancy that individuals can successfully do 
2 of 25 
whatever is necessary to achieve specific outcomes. There is now a substantial theoretical and 
empirical literature that shows the relevance of Bandura’s work for educationalists. Social 
cognitive theory also suggests that personal factors, beliefs and behaviours may be in a 
reciprocal relationship with the organisational environment (Gibbs & Powell, 2012; R. 
Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004; Powell & Gibbs, Submitted; Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2007), and that specific leadership styles are likely to enhance teacher efficacy beliefs 
(Kurt, Duyar, & Çalik, 2011). Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to predict their 
aspirations (D. Muijs & Reynolds, 2002), attitudes towards innovation and change (Fuchs, 
Fuchs, & Bishop, 1992), job satisfaction and reduction in burnout (Schwarzer, Schmitz, & 
Tang, 2000; E.M. Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Einar M. Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). An 
intention of the work reported here was to identify how teachers attributed sources of their 
collective-efficacy in schools and reference is made in this report to the four main sources of 
efficacy beliefs proposed by Bandura (1997): Mastery Experience, Vicarious Experience, 
Social Persuasion, and Physiological Factors. 
More recent research added an organisational dimension to inquiries about efficacy beliefs in 
schools. This dimension provides a measure of a school’s ethos (R. Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 
2000; R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; R. D. Goddard & Skrla, 2006; Rutter, 2012) and is 
referred to as teachers’ beliefs in their Collective-efficacy (CE). CE has been defined as ‘a 
group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given levels of attainment’ (Bandura, 1997, p.477). Knowledge about CE 
beliefs is important when attempting to understand the influence of a school’s culture on 
teachers’ professional work and, in turn, student achievement (Goddard & Skrla, 2006). 
Teachers’ CE beliefs have been associated with increased commitment to students, their 
behaviour and achievements (Gibbs & Powell, 2012; Lee, Zhang, & Yin, 2011; K. Parker, E. 
Hannah, & K. J. Topping, 2006). Aspects of teachers’ CE have been found to be reciprocally 
related to positive affect in workgroups and to mediate work-related stress (Klassen, 2010; 
Einar M. Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). It is suggested, therefore, that understanding of the 
concept of teachers’ CE and what enables CE to develop may provide school leaders and EPs 
with some greater insights into how a school functions and its capacity for change. 
School Leadership 
While there may be a ‘common sense’ view that leaders lead those who are led (Van Hooser, 
2013), there is a more nuanced view that the relationship between the leader and the team is 
not unidirectional, and that it is possible for leadership to be conceptually and functionally 
3 of 25 
psycho-socially constructed (Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004; Fairhurst & 
Grant, 2010). Models of leadership in schools have helped highlight the potency of shared 
responsibility within schools and the positive effects for staff and students (Hallinger & 
Heck, 2010; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008). Recent research has developed understanding of the 
importance of the dynamic, reciprocal and legitimising relationship between teams and their 
leaders (Benlian, 2013; Campbell, Lieberman, & Yashkina, 2016; Thomas, Martin, 
Epitropaki, Guillaume, & Lee, 2013; Valcea, Hamdani, Buckley, & Novicevic, 2011). 
Bandura (1997, p.477) referred to such efforts as ‘group enablement’ and indicated that such 
collective enablement would be associated with enhanced beliefs in being able to effect 
change and, thereby, enhance beliefs in CE.  
Context of the study 
The inverse relationship between socio-economic context and school-level attainment (Ladd, 
2012; Strand, 2014) is clear. It has also been found that in a context of socio-economic 
deprivation, poor relationships with colleagues and leaders can exacerbate teachers’ stress 
(Gu & Day, 2013). However, there is also evidence that the effects of socio-economic 
deprivation on children’s achievement and behaviour may be mitigated when teachers have 
high levels of belief in their CE (Gibbs & Powell, 2012; McCoach & Colbert, 2010). Thus, 
whilst the primary focus of the present study is on the potential interaction between 
leadership and teachers’ CE, the socio-economic context for participants in this study is also 
of interest. 
Rationale 
Within the literature about education, schools, teaching practices, how children learn, and 
barriers to progress, there is a growing concern for greater understanding of the fundamental 
beliefs of school staff about their role and practice. This includes work that has expanded 
knowledge of, for instance, the effects of teachers’ attributions for children’s behaviour 
(Miller, 2003; Miller, Ferguson, & Moore, 2002), teachers’ belief in their collective-efficacy 
in addressing problematic behaviour (Gibbs & Powell, 2012), and the relationship between 
essentialist beliefs and efficacy (Gibbs & Elliott, 2015). However, there has been 
comparatively little investigation into the possible sources of teachers’ CE (Klassen, Tze, 
Betts, & Gordon, 2011; Lin, 2013) leaving indeterminate gaps in the theoretical and 
professional literature. For leaders and professionals (such as EPs) who are concerned to 
support the development of inclusive practices in schools, it is, therefore, important to seek 
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greater understanding of factors that may enhance the CE beliefs of staff. An intention of the 
work reported here was, therefore, to identify how teachers attributed sources of their 
collective-efficacy in schools and reference is made in this report to the four main sources of 
efficacy beliefs proposed by Bandura (1997): Mastery Experience, Vicarious Experience, 
Social Persuasion, and Physiological Factors. 
As noted above, the effectiveness of a school is partly determined by its leadership. Since it is 
also evident that teachers’ CE beliefs may be enhanced through involvement in decision-
making (R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004), it may be hypothesised that teachers with additional 
roles and responsibilities (i.e. those who might be expected to be responsible for key 
decisions) will espouse greater belief in staff CE. The first aim of the study was, therefore, to 
establish if positions of responsibility within a school are associated with reported enhanced 
CE. However, as also noted above, the relationships between leaders, staff and their 
respective views on their collective-efficacy need not be considered unidirectional. 
Qualitative approaches can provide understanding of teachers’ personal experiences and are 
appropriate when studying teachers’ beliefs (R.B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Klassen et 
al., 2011). Part of this study, accordingly, adopted a qualitative approach (in the form of 
semi-structured interviews) to identify what might enhance or diminish participating 
teachers’ beliefs in their CE and whether the fact of being promoted influences efficacy 
beliefs. The evidence about factors that teachers who participated in the present study viewed 
as important in developing their CE will be related to those proposed by Bandura (1997). 
In summary, the work reported here intended to seek answers to two main research questions: 
1. Compared to main-grade staff did teachers with additional responsibilities report 
higher CE scores? A subsidiary question was: 
a. What is the relationship between school leaders’ and main-grade staff CE 
beliefs, and is this related to school level pupil attainments and school 
‘effectiveness’? 
2. What did teachers report as influencing their belief in CE and ‘well-being’?  
Method 
Research Design 
An illustrative case-study of teachers’ beliefs and experience was undertaken in order to 
explore factors that enhance teachers’ CE beliefs. Using a sequential mixed-methods nested 
approach (R. Burke Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2012) 
the study had two phases. First, a survey was conducted of the CE of primary school teachers 
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with differing levels of responsibility. In the second part of this study, a sub-sample of 
participating teachers was interviewed to gain understanding about how CE was instantiated 
for them.  
Participants 
The research was conducted in a small local authority in the North-East of England. At the 
time data was collected this authority was amongst the most deprived communities in the 
country. For example, the average proportion of primary-age pupils eligible for free school 
meals across the Authority was 36.5%  compared to the national average of 19.3% (DfE, 
2012).  In order to achieve a sample of schools that might represent the demographics of the 
authority, schools were first identified from amongst those with the highest and lowest levels 
of eligibility for free school meals (FSM). While it is acknowledged that there is debate about 
its suitability as a measure of the characteristics of a specific cohort of children (Croxford, 
2000; Goldstein & Noden, 2003), FSM does provide a recognised and replicable means of 
partitioning sources of data and a proxy indicator of socio-economic context. 
 
The proportion of children in each school who achieved at least level 4 in the core aspects of 
reading, writing and mathematics in the National Curriculum tests at the end of Key Stage 2 
(ie at 11 years) was used to assess educational outcomes at school level (He, Hayes, & 
Wiliam, 2013). Use of published ‘value-added’ data for schools was considered but rejected 
because of the lack of consistency reported by Gorard, Hordosy, and Siddiqui (2013). 
Fourteen out of twenty primary schools that were identified as potential participants agreed to 
take part in the study. Of the schools that offered to participate, 7 had an average FSM of 
22.5% and 7 had an average FSM of 52.3%.  
Procedure 
Phase One: 
All teachers in the schools where outline consent was granted were asked to complete a 
survey of their beliefs about their CE.  In introducing the questionnaire teachers were 
informed that all data would be confidential, that participation in the questionnaire survey 
was voluntary and anonymous, and that no school or its staff would be identified in the 
report. Respondents were, however, asked to declare if they would consider being 
interviewed at a later date and, if so, to provide contact details. The resulting interviews 
would contribute to the second phase of the study. The questionnaires were delivered to each 
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school by the first author and collected in a sealed envelope a week later. A total of 91 
teachers returned the questionnaires (an overall response rate of 58.6%). Information was 
gathered about participants’ role in school. 38 (42%) respondents declared themselves to 
have a role with some additional responsibility and 32 (35%) to be senior leaders (head- or 
deputy head-teacher) in their school. 
Measure 
The Collective Teacher Belief Scale (CTBS) (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) was chosen 
since it has been described as ‘displaying closer congruence’ to Bandura’s (1997) definition 
of teacher CE (Klassen et al., 2011, p. 35). The published scale consists of 12 questions with 
responses provided on a 9 point Likert scale with endpoint anchors of ‘None at all’ and ‘A 
great deal’. Items reflect teachers’ individual perceptions of their colleagues’ capabilities to 
teach all students effectively and showed overall reliability of 0.97 (Tschannen-Moran & 
Barr, 2004).  
Phase two: 
Following Phase one, teachers who had agreed to participate in the second phase were 
interviewed by the first author. The interviews served two purposes: 1) to seek teachers’ 
views about what supported their CE beliefs; 2) to investigate the relationship between 
promotion (to positions of leadership or additional responsibility) and efficacy beliefs. Of the 
twenty-one teachers who volunteered to be interviewed we selected nine teachers with a 
range of CTBS scores (37 - 108) for interview. This selection constituted 3 senior leaders, 3 
teachers with extra roles of responsibility and 3 teachers with no any additional roles. The 
teachers were contacted by the first author, the purpose of the interviews described and their 
willingness to be interviewed confirmed in writing. A semi-structured interview format was 
adopted to facilitate detailed exploration of teachers’ beliefs (Howitt, 2010) (for a copy of the 
questions see Appendix). The interview was audio recorded, transcribed and analysed. In 
order to acknowledge the meaning of experience for participants, the impact in the wider 
social context, and to explore participants’ views of what might enhance their CE, the 
interview transcripts were analysed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; King & 
Horrocks, 2010; Lemke, 2012). The first author and a colleague carried out the thematic 
analysis independently and the resulting agreed themes (see below) provided evidence of the 
impact of leadership, responsibility and collaboration on the CE beliefs of these teachers.   
7 of 25 
Findings 
In this section the findings of the quantitative survey are presented first. These are followed 
by presentation and consideration of the teachers’ views about what might influence their CE 
beliefs. 
1. Did teachers with additional responsibilities report higher CE scores than their main-
grade colleagues? 
The results of the quantitative survey (to address the question: Did teachers with additional 
responsibilities report higher teacher CE scores than main-grade colleagues; and what is the 
relationship between leadership and staff CE beliefs, and educational outcomes?) are shown 
in summary form in Table 1.  
 (Table 1 about here) 
 As the data were strictly ordinal (and skewed) the Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to 
compare the distribution of CE scores across the three levels of responsibility (No Additional 
Responsibility, Some Additional Responsibility, Senior Leaders). No statistically significant 
differences in CE scores between groups were found, and the correlation of CE scores with 
level of responsibility was also non-significant (Kendall’s tau = .2, p=.13). 
a. What is the relationship between CE beliefs of staff with differing levels of 
responsibility and the school level outcomes? 
THowever, the correlation between the CE of senior leaders and the CE beliefs of other staff 
in each school was significantly greater than might be found by chance (ρ=.30; p=.004). 
Further, we found that the CE scores for both staff and senior leaders were also positively 
correlated with the percentage of children in each school attaining at least a National 
Curriculum level 4 in reading, writing and maths at the age of 11 years (ρ=.65 and .54 
respectively; both p<.001). To adjust for effects due to the socio-economic status of each 
school’s constituency the partial correlation was calculated controlling for the percentage of 
children eligible for free school meals. The results confirmed that significant positive 
associations remained between staff and senior leaders’ CE, and between these and the 
proportion of children achieving at least National Curriculum level 4 at the end of Key Stage 
2 (r=.69, .43 and .43 respectively). Thus, it seems that when senior leaders espouse positive 
CE beliefs it is likely that other staff will also show enhanced CE and a higher proportion of 
children will have key attainments at or above a bench-mark level. 
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2. What did teachers say might be influences on their Collective Efficacy beliefs? 
Analysis of the interview responses (to address the second research question: What did 
teachers report as affecting their CE?) was carried out using the theory-led thematic analysis 
approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Lemke, 2012) . Four overarching themes within teachers 
attributions were identified and agreed: ‘Communication’, ‘Learning’, ‘Supporting Roles’ 
and ‘Stress Management’. In the analysis particular attention was given to any evidence of 
pre-existing efficacy beliefs that may have seemed significant in gaining promotion or beliefs 
that were thought to have been enhanced subsequent to promotion. 
Table 2 shows the final four overarching themes, subthemes and exemplar responses found in 
the nine interviews.  
(Table 2 about here) 
It is clear that there is some overlap of issues across these overarching themes. Two aspects 
to the relationship are now considered: what might enhance CE; and what dis teachers say 
about the relationship between levels of responsibility and efficacy beliefs?. But taking the 
first part of the question:  
a) What did teachers believe enhanced (or diminished) their CE? and e 
Examining each theme in turn, it can be seen that the first theme, communication, related to 
the way information and expectations were shared between senior leaders and other staff and 
was crucially implicated in the other three themes. The potency of such communication 
(similar to Bandura’s idea of ‘verbal persuasion’ as a source of efficacy beliefs) depends on 
the perceived credibility, trustworthiness and expertise of the those providing the feedback 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 104; R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004). Teachers indicated that information 
and feedback on performance enhanced staff efficacy beliefs. While some participants 
reported that they wanted “more reassurance from senior management that we are doing the 
right thing” (R, P4, L94)1, and sometimes that clear communication was not always available 
(‘you have to be a detective to find out what’s going on’ (T, P7.L14)), such responses none-
the-less indicated what staff found would be supportive. Responses also showed teachers 
were also clear that feedback was most appreciated and effective when provided by 
colleagues whose judgements were deemed fair and consistent. This accords with research 
                                                          
1 In the text (and in Tables 2 and 3) the following codes have been used to delineate sources: T -Teacher, SL - 
Senior Leader, R – with additional Responsibility, P - Participant number and L – Line in transcript 
Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt
Formatted: List Paragraph, Numbered + Level: 1 +
Numbering Style: a, b, c, … + Start at: 1 + Alignment: Left +
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that has endorsed the value for school leaders of communicating both their expectations and 
recognition of achievement (R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; Ware & Kitsantas, 2007). Since 
the kernel of collective-efficacy beliefs is the expectancy that groups can successfully do 
whatever is necessary to achieve specific outcomes, teachers’ ability and willingness to share 
expectations about what is desirable but realistically possible, should manifest as positive CE. 
These findings support the work of others (such as MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013) who also 
noted the importance of clarity of communication of expectations in promoting a collective 
sense of efficacy. However, here the sense of being part of a staff group that was involved in 
“sharing planning and the thought process behind it” (SM,P1, L29) was equally salient and 
endorsed the work of Wahlstrom and Louis (2008), for instance, who stressed the value of 
‘shared’ leadership and the presence of a sense of professional ‘community’ in more 
successful schools.   
The second theme, learning, is dependent on the quality of communication and mutual 
support for learning. The views encapsulated by this theme evidenced how teachers said they 
learned about improving their professional practice and efficacy, but also about how learning 
occurred in groups and the way their activities were co-ordinated. Thus, two predominant 
methods of learning were identified: from observation and feedback; and in team meetings. 
These sources of efficacy-belief shaping information (‘vicarious’, ‘verbal persuasion’ in 
Bandura’s typology) have been recognised as theoretically and empirically valid (Bandura, 
1997; R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004). Formal group learning and the positive effects for CE 
have been studied elsewhere (Kellett, Humphrey, & Sleeth, 2009; Watson, Chemers, & 
Preiser, 2001). Such work indicates that leadership that facilitates collaborative working and 
provides appropriate information and resources is likely to enhance CE. Thus, it has been 
shown that staff who view themselves as members of a professional ‘learning organisation’ in 
which realistic aspirations are jointly addressed, are more likely to espouse enhanced staff CE 
beliefs (Lee et al., 2011). Teachers in this study indicated that observations that were 
followed by supportive collaborative discussion (as suggested by McGrane & Lofthouse, 
2010) were most beneficial. Teachers were also clear that a failure to communicate and 
explain the purpose of observations and/or unhelpful feedback from observations could 
reduce CE beliefs. More informal ways in which staff in schools discuss and learn about their 
separate and mutual beliefs and, in doing so co-construct the corporate ‘ethos’ of staff groups 
have been noted elsewhere (see for example Miller, 2003). As those mechanisms were found 
by Miller to have the potential for collusively detrimental effects, they warrant careful 
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management of communication and support within staff groups. Participants here often noted 
that team meetings could enhance feelings of efficacy, with meetings that were explicitly 
designed to promote collaboration having the greatest impact (Moolenaar, Sleegers, & Daly, 
2012). The evidence from the present study also suggests that ensuring staff had time to 
observe each other and know how to feedback supportively facilitated learning and the 
development of the CE of the staff group. It was interesting to note that this view was 
expressed by both teachers not yet promoted and those who already had positions of 
additional responsibility (“I learnt a lot … just through working [with] and observing her in 
lessons” (SM, P1, L82)). Thus, it seems likely that for many of these teachers ‘vicarious 
experience’ (Bandura, 1997) was an available and effective influence on developing efficacy 
beliefs. But it also suggests that more formal peer supervision for teachers would also provide 
learning opportunities that enhanced CE (as advocated by Gibbs & Miller, 2013). 
The third and linked theme, supporting roles referred to support available mainly (but not 
exclusively) from the school leadership. Thus, the visibility and approachability of senior 
staff, their strategic leadership approach and how they led their colleagues were all important 
in raising and sustaining CE. This also referred to how teachers supported each other, “We 
look after each other’s well-being” (SM, P2.L94) and “we’ve come together as a team to 
support each other” (T, P5, L43). It has been shown elsewhere how both instrumental and 
emotional support from leaders can generate greater creativity amongst team members 
(Amabile et al., 2004). The present findings suggest that senior leaders who were visible and 
approachable were said to be most supportive and, in line with Amabile et al. (2004) and 
Bohn (2002), most likely to be able to enhance staff CE beliefs. However, overlapping 
somewhat with the theme of ‘learning’ (above) it was also evident how teachers’ mutual 
support and collaboration enabled them to validate and enhance their efficacy beliefs 
(Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011; Salanova, Rodríguez-sánchez, Schaufeli, & Cifre, 
2014).  
Supporting each other has also been acknowledged as a way to help teachers cope with stress 
(Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulu, 2007; Gibbs & Miller, 2013). Teachers with 
support from their Head Teachers are also more likely to report greater job satisfaction 
(Burke, Greenglass, & Schwarzer, 1996; Schonfeld, 2001; Zellars & Perrewé, 2001) and 
experience less burnout (Cox & Leiter, 1992). Such support may be likened to factors that 
influence ‘somatic indicators’ of efficacy (Bandura, 1997, p106). 
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Probably also influencing the physiological and affective states that Bandura (1997) 
identified as plausible sources of efficacy beliefs, was the fourth theme that emerged from the 
interviews: stress management. As expected, teachers reported that unrelieved stress was 
detrimental to staff efficacy and resilience (in line with Gu & Day, 2013). In the present study 
it seemed that guidance on how to manage stress was often lacking but, when available, 
teachers perceived this as important in sustaining their efficacy beliefs. While it appeared that 
guidance on how to manage stress may have been lacking in some schools, “Stress 
management is a bit haphazard” (SM, P1.L42), other staff created opportunities intended to 
help: “I convene team meetings where we all have lunch together… which also takes the 
pressure off a little bit. When you’re eating, you’re sharing!” (R, P6, L33-34). Thus while 
being subject to inspection by an external agency (e.g. Ofsted) can contribute to stress and 
loss of agency (Allen, 2015; Gibbs, 2018; Priestley, Biesta, & Robinson, 2015) and several 
teachers said the experience of stress itself could be isolating, having the support of the CE of 
colleagues and senior staff appears to have provided some inoculation against the most 
isolating and corrosive aspects of inspections. As reported by Klassen (2010), CE beliefs 
have been found to mediate some of the effects of teachers’ job stress. There is also 
theoretical and empirical evidence to validate the association of positive beliefs in CE with 
resilience in the face of professional difficulties, such as children’s misbehaviour and the 
socio-economic context of schools (Gibbs & Miller, 2013; Gibbs & Powell, 2012). Being 
able to manage stressful demands has been found to mitigate the emergence of teacher 
burnout (Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). A systematic 
review by Brown (2012)  found the burnout dimension of depersonalisation had a higher 
negative correlation to teacher self-efficacy than the other two burnout dimensions 
(emotional exhaustion and reduced personal accomplishment). Depersonalisation can occur 
when an individual feels detached from their job (Maslach & Jackson, 1986). 
Depersonalisation is associated with a lack of knowledge about, or diminished ability to 
participate in decision making (Friedman & Kass, 2002). It may thus, have an adverse effect 
on staff CE beliefs. Conversely, increasing teachers’ personal involvement in decision-
making and leadership can have beneficial effects for staff and students (Hallinger & Heck, 
2010; Daniel Muijs & Harris, 2006). Increasing teachers’ involvement in leadership and 
decision making, providing a sense of agency, can also have a positive influence on efficacy 
beliefs, reduce teacher burnout and enhance belief in CE (R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; R. 
Goddard & Miller, 2010; Hakanen et al., 2006; Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992). In 
line with Bandura’s (1997) suggestions about the development of efficacy beliefs, this 
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suggests direct experience of the positive effects of CE and/or witnessing the modelling of 
such efficacy may, in turn, affect individual’s actual or potential beliefs in their efficacy as 
leaders and managers and, in turn the further development of CE within organisations. 
b) What did teachers say about the relationship between levels of responsibility and 
efficacy beliefs?  
One of the striking features in the responses from promoted teachers to this line of enquiry 
was the very frequent reference to ‘teams’, ‘teamwork’ and ‘support’. These terms described 
both relationships within a senior management team and relationships with other colleagues 
in the schools. In both respects, respondents indicated how their colleagues could be relied on 
for support and problem solving. This was evident both in terms of the relationship between a 
‘team leader’ and ‘team members’, but also within management teams. As a deputy head-
teacher said ‘As senior managers we’ve looked at how we can support ourselves… obviously 
someone takes the lead but there will be a team behind that…’ (SM, P8 L131- 141). A 
teacher who had recently taken on additional responsibilities described how she had learned 
what she could do in her new role (‘learning from other people,… being supportive’), was 
affirmed by the feedback she received, indicating  ‘they’re just really grateful for supporting 
them’ (R, P6, L93-100). These views accorded strongly with previous findings regarding the 
dynamic relations between leaders and teams (Benlian, 2013; Carroll & Levy, 2010; Valcea 
et al., 2011; Whitlock, 2013). 
As teachers were not explicitly asked to describe qualities that might have justified their 
promotion, it might seem unsurprising that there were not more / lengthier responses that clearly 
described pre-existing efficacy beliefs. However, implicit were beliefs that these teachers had in 
the past demonstrated significant and relevant achievements. It was also evident that they valued 
feedback that validated effective practice in their promoted posts. Evidence of this is also 
summarised in Table 3 (below). 
(Table 3 about here) 
Summary and discussion 
This study sought to understand if teachers’ levels of responsibility were associated with their 
CE beliefs and, in that context, what were perceived as possible influences on these beliefs. A 
mixed methods approach was used.  A questionnaire survey of teachers in a representative 
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sample of fourteen primary schools in one local authority provided data relating to the 
relationship between role and efficacy beliefs; interviews with a sub-sample of nine teachers 
representing the range of levels of responsibility were used to gather personal accounts of 
sources of efficacy beliefs. Responses to the survey indicated no significant differences in 
espoused CE between groups but did show that there is a powerful association between the 
CE of senior and other staff. As expected staff CE beliefs were also strongly associated with 
children’s educational attainment. In terms of influences on the development of CE, the 
interview data indicated that being promoted was often associated with enhancement of 
beliefs in CE and that this enhancement was attributable to the endorsement of team 
members. 
Previous work had suggested teachers’ efficacy beliefs are affected by teachers’ roles and 
influence within the organisation (Bandura, 1997; Friedman & Kass, 2002; R. Goddard et al., 
2000; R. Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; R. Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004). However, it 
should be recalled that in comparison to those published accounts the present study was of 
primary school teachers only. Thus the relatively small size and plausibly more intimate 
collegiate ethos and immediacy of available support from senior staff and peers in many of 
these schools (witness statements in phase 2 regarding the value of ‘teams’ and ‘teamwork’ at 
all levels) may account for these findings. Thus in very simple terms it seems likely (but not 
trivially true) that espoused collective-efficacy is infectious and positively beneficial for all: 
staff and children. 
National (UK) statistics suggest that children eligible for free schools meals are significantly 
more likely to be excluded from school and to underperform in the national standardised tests 
of attainment. All the schools in this study had levels of FSM higher than the national 
average. Published statistics (Clarke, 2012) indicated that the rate of permanent exclusions in 
this local authority were exactly in line with the national rate (it was not possible to obtain 
accurate exclusion rates for each school). It is, therefore, possible that despite the likelihood 
of elevated rates of unacceptable behaviour associated with deprivation, teachers in these 
schools were more effective in managing such behaviours – and helping children to learn 
about behaviour (Gibbs & Powell, 2012; Powell & Gibbs, Submitted). However, this is 
speculative since a range of other factors can affect exclusion rates. It is also notable that not 
only was there a positive association of the CE espoused by senior leaders and other staff but 
that these were both positively related to children’s attainments at age 11 years in reading 
writing and mathematics. 
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Implications for School Leaders and other professionals 
Outcomes from this small scale study and other empirical studies suggest links between 
teachers’ CE and student achievement (R. Goddard, LoGerfo, et al., 2004; K. Parker, E. 
Hannah, & K. Topping, 2006; Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2004; Tschannen-Moran & 
Barr, 2004). Therefore, school leaders, and others with potential for influencing staff well-
being and agency (such as EPs), may wish to play a role in developing, supporting and 
enhancing CE. Culture has been described as ‘one of the most powerful and stable forces 
operating in organisations’ (Schein, 1996, p. 231). CE is an example of a shared belief, or 
culture, within an organisation. The influence of the collective on the individual is likely to 
be higher in schools in which teachers share a common vision about school directions (Ross 
et al., 2004). Clear and reciprocated channels of communication, collaborative work to 
develop an inclusive school ethos are, therefore, likely to support the growth of CE beliefs 
(Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Powell & Gibbs, Submitted). Knowledge about CE beliefs is 
important when attempting to understand the influence of a school’s culture on teachers’ 
professional work and in turn student achievement (Goddard & Skrla, 2006). Thus it is 
probable that supporting the development and sustenance of CE may also be an inoculation 
against some the more insidious and harmful effects of external influences (such as 
performativity and ‘objective’ Ofsted regimes) on staff morale and wellbeing. We suggest 
that EPs should, therefore be mindful of such factors in their interactions in schools and avoid 
practices that collude with undermining the identity, autonomy and self- and collective-
efficacy of staff (see Gibbs, 2018, for a more detailed critical analysis of such factors). 
This study also found that teachers suggested support and stress management were possible 
sources of teacher CE. School leaders could support the implementation of measures such as 
peer supervision and/or coaching to help staff address these sources (Gibbs & Miller, 2013) 
and identify the factors that create stress for teachers. The increase of ‘performance 
management’ (performativity) within education can clearly have detrimental effects on  
teachers’ professional identity and agency that in turn impact on their efficacy beliefs (Gibbs, 
2018).  Efficacious leadership practices identify the impact of performativity and minimise 
the potentially detrimental effects for teachers. Thus senior leaders who are able to 
communicate achievable expectations, are also visible and approachable, alert to potential 
stressors, acknowledging the risks of depersonalisation, and seeking to involve all staff in 
meaningful and appropriate decision making, are more likely to retain teachers who are 
motivated to work together and help children learn and develop. 
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Limitations and future work 
While the work reported above only involved teachers in one local authority, and is 
essentially correlational, it is not possible to make any claim for these findings to be 
representative of teachers in other settings or in other phases of education.  However, it does 
provide illuminative findings about the importance of high quality interpersonal relationships 
within staff groups that warrant further investigation. With the exception of the attainment 
data for Year 6 pupils, only a limited amount of information was available that related to the 
actual impact of teachers’ efficacy beliefs, individual or collective.  Future work will need to 
seek to explore evidence of outcomes of high and low CE. 
As with many studies in this domain, it was dependent on teachers’ self-reports, and this 
brought the accompanying risk of self-serving biases. Although by adopting a mixed methods 
approach to a diverse and idiographic range of teacher views, qualitative methods are none-
the-less liable to bias. Further work should involve mixed methods and, as recommended by 
Klassen et al. (2011), include direct observation of what teachers actually do to support each 
other and of what happens when teachers are promoted. Appropriate data might also be used 
to develop and test models of the inter-relationship of the factors that as indicated here may 
be causally related to the CE of staff and other school level outcomes. 
Conclusion 
Our findings suggest positive and beneficial relationships between leadership, the CE beliefs 
of the staff team and the educational outcomes for children.  We suggest that school 
leadership benefits from efficacious practices that are reciprocated and validated by staff. We 
also suggest that EPs might be mindful of how their interactions with school staff could affect 
staff well-being and efficacy. 
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Appendix 
 
Prompt questions used in Phase 2 
 
1. Do you think staff in your school can work together to overcome difficulties?  
- Can you give me a recent example? 
- What factors supported or hindered this? 
 
 
2. Do you think teachers in your school can learn from other members of staff? 
- Can you give me a recent example? 
- What factors supported or hindered this? 
 
3. What was your last professional development opportunity?  
- Can you give me a recent example? 
- What factors supported or hindered this? 
 
 
4. Do you think senior management in your school can support staff members?  
- Can you give me a recent example? 
- What factors supported or hindered this? 
 
 
5. Do you think teachers experience stress in your school?  
- Can you give me a recent example? 
- What factors supported or hindered this? 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for teachers’ responses to the Collective Teacher Belief 
Scale 
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Table 2: Final thematic map with examples of teachers' responses 
 
(T -Teacher, SL - Senior Leader, R – with additional Responsibility, P - Participant number and L – 
Line on transcript) 
 
 
Themes Sub themes Sample Responses 
Communication • Senior management’s 
feedback 
• Sharing information  
• Expectations being 
communicated to staff 
“You have to be a detective to find out what is 
going on” (T, P7.L14) 
“Sharing my planning and the thought process 
behind it” (SL, P1.L29) 
“Senior management will walk around the 
school and see people” (SL, P8.L174) 
“I’d like more reassurance from senior 
management we are doing the right thing” (R, 
P4.L94) 
Learning • Learning from each 
other 
• Modelling 
• Observation 
• A form of learning 
• Sometimes stressful 
 
 “Our meetings are useful as problems are 
resolved there and then” (R, P6.L83) 
“ I’ve done model lessons” (SL, P1,L19) 
“I learnt a lot … just through working and 
observing her in lessons. ” (SL,P1,L82) 
“Bad observations can really lower morale in 
school” (T, P9.L281) 
“Teachers find observations stressful but 
valuable” (SL, P2.L51) 
“Peer observations would be good” (T, P7.L52) 
Supporting roles • Senior management are 
available 
• Peers are supportive 
“Senior management are very supportive” (T, 
P9.L26) 
“So I suppose as a senior manager, when 
somebody comes and talks to you about it, you 
actually know where they’re coming from” (SL, 
P8.L123)          
“We look after each other’s well-being” (SM, 
P2.L94) 
“Support each other emotionally” (R, P6.L9) 
Stress 
management 
• Guidance on how to 
manage stress 
 
“Stress management is a bit haphazard” (SM, 
P1.L42) 
“Feeling overloaded with work is kind of the 
biggest contributing factor” (SM, P3.L83) 
“We are never given advice on how to manage 
stress” (T, P5.L25) 
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Table 3: Evidence relating to efficacy beliefs recognised as the basis of, or consequent on 
promotion to positions of additional responsibility or leadership. 
Theme Sample Responses 
Necessary for 
promotion 
‘…the school was in some trouble so they bought in some 
new staff and I was one of them, hence supposing going to 
help change things around.’ (SL, P1, L67) 
Demonstrated efficacy  ‘Probably the key to being a good manager in that it’s 
not sort of, you aren’t frightened to get your hands in. (SL, 
P8, L165) 
 ‘And I do think it’s taken probably a year for me to 
actually  be quite happy to hand things over to people and 
say actually you deal with that, you’re more that capable 
of dealing with it.  I don’t need to have control over 
everything…’ (SL, P8, L262-5) 
Gained as a result of 
promotion 
‘[colleagues] who have given me … sort of helped me 
believe in my ability to then pass on good practice to staff 
in the schools, and then we’ve rolled with the curriculum 
change so it’s been  -  You know I’ve lead that and 
curriculum change in the early age foundation stage and 
other then staff have been  able to be more confident in 
their abilities… so we’ve overcome that as a team, but led 
by myself.’ (R, P2, L30-36) 
‘I didn’t feel that I was sufficiently trained.  So … we did 
some work together … so from this point on I feel that I’m 
in a much better position to deal with that.(SL, P3, L17-
22) 
 ‘They’ve fed back to me what Ofsted said about me, 
they’ve feed back what local authority said about me.  
They’ve observed me and give me feedback and they 
would support me with anything…’ (SL, P1, L122-124) 
 ‘While I’ve been doing all my training and my courses 
this year there have been quite a few opportunities for 
staff to do evaluation of me which have feed into my 
beliefs…’ (SL, P3, L182-3)   
 ‘So before I went [to coach staff in another school] I  went 
and worked with our early years teams leader, and I 
learnt so much from her… and the member of staff I 
worked with, her capacity improved, raised her profile in 
school and she has taken on that leadership role with the 
full confidence of her staff…’ (SL, P3, L50-53) 
‘It’s been a massive learning curve for me in terms of 
managing, and …by observing other members of staff …  I 
found myself literally listening to the words people were 
using and taking that on board.’ (R, P6, L69-76) 
(SL - Senior Leader, R – with additional Responsibility, P - Participant number and L – Line on 
transcript) 
 
 
